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shown in research studies that, if you
read to a child, you can improve their
reading score. Actually there are some
studies that show that, if you read to a
child, you may actually be able to raise
their IQ slightly, and he told me some-
thing that I will never forget.

He was going into those projects and
reading to those kids, and those chil-
dren were, by and large, children of sin-
gle parents on welfare, and he would
ask, many of them 5, 6 and 7-year-old
children, ‘‘What do you want to be
when you grow up?’’ And, yes, some of
them would say I want to be a fireman
or a nurse, but some of them would
say:

‘‘I don’t want to work. I want to col-
lect a check.’’

Mr. Speaker, a program that does
that to millions of children is not a
program of compassion and caring to
children. It is a program that is cruel
and mean spirited to children.

Today a young male being born to a
mother, a single mother on welfare in
the United States, has a greater likeli-
hood of ending up on drugs or in the
penitentiary than graduating from
high school. The problem that we have
with illegitimacy in our Nation today
is a problem that has been created by
the program that we are trying to
change, and you cannot fix this prob-
lem by tinkering around the edges. The
illegitimacy rate in this country has
gone up from 5 percent to almost 25
percent in the white community. In the
black community it has gone from less
than 25 percent to, in some areas, as
high as 70 percent.

If you look at what correlates best,
what correlates in communities with
problems like teenage pregnancy, drug
use, illiteracy, juvenile crime, the
thing that correlates best in those
problems in those communities, Mr.
Speaker, is the amount of illegitimacy,
the amount of fatherlessness in those
communities. A program that perpet-
uates and cultivates things like this is
a cruel and mean-spirited program, and
that program needs to be changed, and
our bill makes a serious attempt at
doing that.

We are not talking about tinkering
around the edges. We are talking about
promoting family unity, discouraging
teen-age pregnancy and illegitimacy.

The fact that this program perpet-
uates it, Mr. Speaker, was driven home
to me when I was a medical student
working in an inner-city obstetrics
clinic, and I had a 15-year-old girl come
in to see me who was pregnant, and I
had never seen this before, and I was so
upset. I was grieved to see this. I
looked at her and said her life is ru-
ined, she cannot go to college, and I
said to her, ‘‘How did this happen, why
did this happen,’’ and she looked up to
me and told me that she did it delib-
erately because she wanted to get out
from under her mother in the project,
and she wanted her own place and her
own welfare check.

This program needs to stop. The peo-
ple have asked for it; we are trying to
deliver.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage the Mem-
bers of the minority to stop their par-
tisan rhetoric and join with us in re-
forming welfare and creating a pro-
gram for the poor and the needy that
strengthens family, does not under-
mine them, that strengthens the bonds
of marriage, because it is strong fami-
lies that make strong communities
that makes strong nations, and our Na-
tion cannot survive with a perpetua-
tion of a program like this.
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THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE
TWO WELFARE REFORM PLANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, I am happy
to add my little figure of the 8,200 stu-
dents in my district in Massachusetts
who are in danger of losing their
School Lunch Program.

Mr. Speaker, we are nearly at the end
of the debate on the Welfare Reform
Program, and I do not understand real-
ly how anybody who has been listening
to this debate or watching this debate
could really understand the essential
differences between the major bills, the
Deal bill named after Congressman NA-
THAN DEAL from Georgia, and the Re-
publican bill because I have rarely seen
such deliberate misrepresentation in a
debate. Today we saw Republican Rep-
resentative from Missouri—and each of
us has our charts—claiming with his
chart that the Deal bill does not re-
quire work, does not require people to
work, when the fact is that because—it
was only because the Republican bill
was ridiculed all over the country for
not requiring work that they added an
amendment just yesterday that
brought the work requirement in their
bill close to the Deal bill.
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We had another top Republican lead-
er from Pennsylvania going to the very
edge of personal vilification today in
suggesting to a Member that it was
corrupt and immoral, yes, the words
corrupt and immoral, not to support
the Republican version of this legisla-
tion.

Well, my colleagues, the Deal bill
had the strongest work requirement of
any of the bills by honestly recognizing
that if you care about getting people to
work, you have also got to combat il-
literacy and provide people with job
training and a good piece of education
and maybe some job placement serv-
ices and reliable and safe child care so
that parents can go to work.

All of those programs were cut under
the Republican bill. All of those provi-
sions were cut under the Republican
bill.

Also a bill, by the way, that does not
cut breakfast and lunches in a mixture,
in a whole shell game of block grants.
And it does not cut protection for
abused children, and it does not cut
day care for children so that their par-
ents can work.

That was the kind of a bill that every
Member of my party proudly voted for,
and it represented real reform and a
real opportunity to change the way we
deal with welfare people in this coun-
try.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Republicans
say that the war on poverty is lost, so
they are substituting a war on poor
children for the war on poverty. Five
million families with 9.5 million chil-
dren who are living on AFDC, plus mil-
lions more families with millions more
children who are working families but
low-income working families, those
families would, under the Republican
bill, lose $50 billion of income and of
food and of care for children while the
parents work.

And for protection for children, pro-
tective services for abused children, all
of those would be given over instead to
some of the wealthiest people in Amer-
ica.

It is not to balance the budget, not
even to deal with the deficit that we
have in this country that we have been
running. That is the kind of deficit
that has been building, those huge defi-
cits under President Reagan and Presi-
dent Bush year after year after year
after a nearly balanced budget for
many years beforehand. Not to do any-
thing like that because they added an
amendment that allows this money to
not be used for the deficit but to be
used for the tax cut that I have de-
scribed.

This $50 billion, and I have left out
the $17 billion that is used to pay by
way of legal immigrants and changes
in the legal immigrant status, this $50
billion is exactly the amount of money
that would be used in the next 5 years
to provide tax cuts for the top 2 per-
cent of Americans, those families mak-
ing more than $200,000 per year.

Mr. Speaker, only in NEWT GING-
RICH’s Washington would cutting $50
billion in food and housing and income
for low-income working and
nonworking people and shifting that to
the wealthiest Americans, only in
NEWT GINGRICH’s America would that
be even possible.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AND REQUEST OF MEMBER ON
SPECIAL ORDERS LIST

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
order and substitute for the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection?

There is no objection.

f

CREATIVITY IN ARGUMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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